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REMARKS 

In view of the following remarks, Applicant respectfully requests the allowance of the 
Claims as presented in this Request for Continued Examination. New claims 43-60 are currently 
pending in the application, with claim 43 being independent. Support for claims 43-47, 50, and 
53-60 can be found in previously filed claims 25-42. Support for claims 48 and 49 can be found in 
paragraph 0057 of the specification and Figure 5. Support for claim 51 can be found in paragraph 
0055 of the specification. Support for claim 52 can be found in paragraph 0053 of the 
specification. 

Features of the present claims that at least partially correspond to features of the prior filed 
claims 25-42 are addressed below with respect to the Final Rejection in the Office Action dated 
March 25, 2008. Reference is made to the cited prior art of Logvinov (US 2004/0160990), 
Davidow (US 7,173,938), and Miller (US 2005/0172199). Applicant respectfully submits that the 
claims are allowable over the cited prior art for at least the reasons indicated below. 

With regard to present claim 43, Applicant respectfully submits that a combination of 
Logvinov and Davidow would not have allegedly "resulted in the claimed invention" as suggested 
on page 3 of the Office Action dated March 25, 2008. As best understood by Applicant, a 
supposed combination of Logvinov and Davidow would result in a system that causes client 
communications to occur via a head-unit. In contrast, claim 43 recites "a second head-end unit 
adapted to communicate with the first head-end unit via the first client-end unit " (emphasis added). 
The Office Action does not specifically point out what elements from the cited references are 
being applied to this recitation. 

The Office may verify for itself the same after a further review of Logvinov and Davidow, 
and should the Office still believe to the contrary, Applicant respectfully requests citations from 
Logvinov and Davidow showing each and every of the recited elements of the instant claims. It is 
submitted that cited paragraphs of Logvinov and Davidow do not disclose or suggest each and 
every element of the instant claims. 
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With regard to present claim 44, the portion of Logvinov cited on page 6 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 only teaches allocation based on need, either to permit an increase in 
data rate or to satisfy quality of communication service (paragraph 0031 of Logvinov). Thus, 
Applicant respectfully submits that there is no teaching or suggestion in the cited prior art to claim 
44 reciting "any unallocated resources are temporarily allocated to the associated client-end units" 

With regard to present claim 45, the example of Logvinov cited on pages 6-7 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 is drawn to the "Home Plug Alliance PLC system". Applicant notes 
that Logvinov only teaches that this example enables and disables sub-channels: "in accordance 
with the Home Plug Alliance PLC system requirements... the module 46 enables and disables sub- 
channels in cooperation with remotes using the process known as tone mapping" (paragraph 0037 
of Logvinov). There is no teaching or suggestion in Logvinov to claim 45 reciting "wherein time 
slot resources are dynamically reassigned when a new client-end unit is inserted into the network 
or a client-end unit which has been assigned time slot resources is deactivated". 

With regard to present claim 46, the portion of Logvinov cited on page 7 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 only teaches assigning multiple time slots to a remote to increase the 
data rate or to satisfy quality of communication service (paragraph 0031 of Logvinov). There is no 
teaching or suggestion in Logvinov to claim 46 reciting "medium access control sub-system within 
each head-end unit, the medium access control sub-system periodically broadcasting a time slot 
allocation signal in a predetermined one of the time slots, wherein if an individual one of the 
client-end unit detects the time slot allocation signal having an address of the individual client-end 
unit, the individual client-end unit may transmit in an allocated time slot, and if the individual one 
of the client-end units does not detect the allocated time slot signal with the address of the 
individual client-end unit, the individual client-end unit may not transmit in the allocated time slot". 

With regard to present claim 47, the portion of Logvinov cited on pages 7-8 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 only teaches assigning multiple time slots to a remote to increase the 
data rate or to satisfy quality of communication service (paragraph 0031 of Logvinov). There is no 
teaching or suggestion in Logvinov to claim 47 reciting "a medium access control sub-system 
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within each head-end unit, the medium access control sub-system periodically providing a 
registration time slot adapted for receiving registration signals from the client-end units, wherein 
upon receipt of a registration signal from an individual one of the client-end units, the medium 
access control subsystem allocates a time slot to the individual client end-unit by including the 
address of the individual client-end unit in the next broadcasted time slot allocation signal". 

With regard to present claim 50, the portion of Miller cited on pages 9-10 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 only refer to a "data segment error detection mechanism (CRC)" 
(paragraphs 0093-0094 of Miller). There is no teaching or suggestion of claim 50 reciting "a 
cyclic redundancy check (CRC) field, which contains the CRC value calculated over a remaining 
portion of the frame " (emphasis added). 

With regard to present claim 56, the portion of Logvinov cited on page 5 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 does not teach or suggest frequency bands that are mutually 
exclusive. Logvinov only teaches a separation in frequency if overlap occurs: "where PLC 
signal transmission to a PLC remote or head-end overlaps in time with another transmission to a 
PLC remote or head-end, PLC signal transmissions are separated from one another in the 
frequency domain" (paragraph 0032 of Logvinov). Applicant submits that the teaching of 
Logvinov does not suggest the recitation of claim 56, "the frequency bands of the upstream and 
the downstream channels of the plurality of sub-networks being mutually exclusive". 

With regard to present claim 59, the recitation of "incrementing a missing slot counter" is 
not found in the cited prior art. Applicant requests clarification as to how this feature is obvious 
over the prior art. 

With regard to present claim 60, the portions of Logvinov cited on page 9 of the Office 
Action dated March 25, 2008 do not disclose or suggest a "supervisory packet". Further, there is 
no teaching or suggestion in the prior art to the recitation in claim 60 of "ceasing transmission if 
the client-end fails to find its address after detecting a predetermined number of supervisory 
packets". 
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Applicant submits that for at least the above reasons, independent claim 43 and 
depending claims 44-60 are allowable over the prior art. Accordingly, the Applicant asks that a 
Notice of Allowance be issued. Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference or 
personal interview would facilitate resolution of any remaining matters or place any issue in 
better condition for Appeal, the Examiner may contact Applicants' representative at the number 
given below. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/Andrew M. Deschere/ 
Reg. No. 62,416 

McNeely Bodendorf LLP 
1156 15th Street, NW 
Suite 603 

Washington, DC 20005 
TEL: (202)403-0802 
FAX: (202)478-1813 
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